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REMARKS 

In view of the above amendments and the following remarks, 
reconsideration of this application is respectfully requested. Claims 1-16 are 
currently pending. No amendments are being submitted with this response. 

Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

The Office asserts that, under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), claims 1-3, 5,6, 8-11, 
13, 15, and 16 are unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2002/0016758 to Grigsby in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2002/0087451 to Rieger, further in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication 
No. 2004/0107152 to Marlowe-Noren, and in view of U.S. Patent No. 7,725,354 
to Schwarze. 

Even when the disclosures of Grigsby, Rieger, Marlowe-Noren, and 
Schwarze are cobbled together, they fail to disclose the system for enabling a 
portfolio manager to obtain, in real time, a credit approval for an issuer of 
securities when the issuer is not found in a database containing compliance rules 
for the purchase of securities for the portfolio, as claimed by the Applicants in 
independent claims 1 and 10. Moreover, the Office has not made it clear how 
these four references could be combined or why a person of ordinary skill in the 
art would be motivated to combine the references. 

The invention described in Grigsby has to do with simplifying the process 
of offering and selling municipal bonds. The Grigsby system seeks to eliminate 
costly intermediaries that are normally involved in arranging municipal loans. The 
system does this by using an automated munidex pricing engine to determine the 
characteristics of the bonds to be sold, thus eliminating the need for financial 
advisors and traditional underwriters. See Grigsby, ]] [0020]. The Grigsby system 
increases efficiency by creating a paperless disclosure system and using standard 
documentation and continuous disclosure online. See T] [0169]. 

The references cited by the Office do not disclose a system with means 
that permit a portfolio manager to submit a credit approval request and receive a 
real time resolution from a credit manager. In the Grigsby system, potential bond 
issuer can fill out an application online that will be reviewed by staff members 
who then may provide approval, but this approval is only the first step in a long 
process that may also include approval from a governmental body. See [0060], 
[0066]. And the approval is not given to the buyer of a security, but to the 
potential issuer — an issuer of a municipal bond. 
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Schwarze also discloses an approval process that is quite different from 
the one claimed by Applicants. The Schwarze system allows professional 
purchasers to create new business partners for their company using information 
hosted by external service providers. See Schwarze, col. 1, lines 30-34. In some 
cases, approval from a manager or other supervisor may be needed before the 
purchaser is allowed to create a new business partner in the system. So the system 
includes functionality for sending an approval request to the designated approver, 
as well as functionality for receiving approval of these requests. See col. 4, 
line 46 - col. 5, line 12. In essence, this is simply a user interface that allows the 
purchaser to get approval from his or her boss before buying goods or services 
from a new provider. This not equivalent to a portfolio manager submitting a 
credit approval request regarding an issuer of securities and getting the request 
resolved by a credit analyst. 

The references cited by the Office also fail to disclose a trade entry system 
as claimed by the Applicants. The Grigsby system provides investors in municipal 
bonds with a way to submit an order request for these types of bonds. See 
Grigsby, K [0146]. But the system does not include a trade entry system that 
executes a purchase order. Instead, the Grigsby system allows an investor to 
submit an order, which then must be paid for using a credit card, a direct bank 
account transfer, or by sending a check in the mail. See [0146], [0103]. The 
Office admits that Grigsby does not disclose a database with compliance rules 
providing guidelines for the purchase of securities and means for determining 
whether an issuer of securities is on a list of approved issuers for a selected 
portfolio, but argues that Rieger fills in these gaps. 

It does not. Rieger discloses a system for organizing security inquiries and 
potential security purchases using algorithms selected by a user. See Rieger, 
Tf [0005]. The system is designed to efficiently allocate security purchases to 
individual inquiries, facilitate negotiation of security purchases, and to provide an 
array of reports. See ]f [0019]. In other words, once the user enters an inquiry — 
with parameters defining the characteristics of the securities that the user would 
like to purchase — the Rieger system produces a series of "What-if ' scenarios to 
help the user determine the best fit, that is, the type and amount of each security 
that should be purchased. See Tf [0046]. Rieger does not mention compliance 
rules. While the Rieger system allows users to maintain a list of approved and 
disapproved issuers of securities, but this list is not created from a database of 
compliance rules — it is entered directly by the users. Moreover, the list is for 
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informational purposes only; it had no impact on the scenario algorithms that 
match inquiries to securities. See H [0069]. 

The Office returns to Marlowe-Noren, that hoary old chestnut, for its 
supposed teaching of means for permitting a portfolio manager to determine 
whether an issuer is on a list of approved issuers for a selected portfolio based on 
compliance rules in a database. 

But as Applicants have pointed out in previous responses, Marlowe Noren 
does not disclose the use of a database, or even the use of a computer. What it 
discloses is a method of creating a financial instrument that complies with 
Shari'ah Investment Guidelines, allowing Islamic investors to make investments 
in a traditional capital-markets environment. See Marlowe-Noren, ]| [0022]. The 
method includes creating an Offering Memorandum providing potential investors 
with the required description and disclosure of the financial instrument. The 
method also includes providing the Offering Memorandum and supporting 
documentation to a Shari'ah Supervisory Board for approval. The Board may 
consist of either three Islamic Scholars or two Islamic Scholars and an Islamic 
Banking expert. See lflj [0032]-[0033]. 

The method relies on the subjective judgment of three individuals to 
interpret a set of guidelines. This is a far cry from an integrated system that allows 
for real-time approval of an issuer of securities. There is simply no disclosure in 
Marlowe-Noren of determining whether a particular issuer of securities is on a list 
of approved issuers based on compliance rules contained in a database. 

The combination of Grigsby, Rieger, Marlowe-Noren, and Schwarze fail 
to disclose the system for enabling a portfolio manager to obtain, in real time, a 
credit approval for an issuer of securities if the issuer is not found in a database 
containing compliance rules for the purchase of securities for the portfolio. 
Consequently, independent claims 1 and 10, and each of their dependent claims, 
are patentable over any combination of Grigsby, Rieger, Marlowe-Noren, and 
Schwarze. 

The Office also asserts that, under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), claims 4 and 14 are 
unpatentable over Grigsby, Rieger, Marlowe-Noren, Schwarze, in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,112,190 to Fletcher. Claims 4 and 14 depend from independent 
claims 1 and 10, respectively, and are patentable over Grigsby, Rieger, Marlowe- 
Noren and Schwarze for at least the reasons given above with respect to the 
independent claims. 
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Fletcher does nothing to change this. It discusses credit analysis. But the 
credit analysis disclosed in Fletcher is used to determine whether a bank should 
make a loan to a business; it has nothing to do with an issuer of securities. It is 
part of an automatic evaluation of a loan application performed by an artificial 
intelligence system. See Fletcher, col. 2, lines 57-61. The system allows a user to 
identify specific strengths and weaknesses of the loan application and to use this 
information to make the final loan decision. See col. 3, lines 36-55. The Fletcher 
system assists a bank officer in completing a credit analysis for a loan applicant; it 
does not disclose means for permitting a portfolio manager to submit a credit 
approval request with regard to a particular issuer of securities, nor does it 
disclose means for permitting a credit analyst to evaluate this credit approval 
request regarding an issuer of securities. Further, the Office cites to Fletcher only 
for its disclosure of color-coded status messages. Consequently, claims 4 and 14 
are patentable over any combination of Grigsby, Rieger, Marlowe-Noren, 
Schwarze, and Fletcher. 

Finally, the Office asserts that, under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), claims 7 and 12 
are unpatentable over Grigsby, Rieger, Marlowe-Noren, and Schwarze, in view of 
U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0152161 to Aoike. Claims 7 and 12 
depend from independent claims 1 and 10, respectively, and so are patentable over 
Grigsby, Rieger, Marlowe-Noren, and Schwarze for at least the reasons given 
above in regard to the independent claims. Aoike discloses a credit transfer 
system capable of transferring an incoming amount of money to a plurality of 
bank accounts. The Office cites to Aoike solely for its disclosure of a system that 
allows users to input priorities for credit transfers to different bank accounts. 
Aoike does not overcome the shortcomings of the previously cited references. 
Claims 7 and 12 are therefore patentable over the combination of Grigsby, Rieger, 
Marlowe-Noren, Schwarze, and Aoike. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicants submit that each of the pending claims in the application is 
directed to patentable subject matter. Even when Grigsby, Rieger, Mario we- 
Noren, Schwarze, Fletcher, and Aoike are combined, they still fail to disclose the 
system for enabling a portfolio manager to obtain, in real time, a credit approval 
for an issuer of securities that Applicants are claiming. Withdrawal of the 
rejections and allowance of all pending claims in the application is respectfully 
requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: April 8, 2011 

/Jacob P. Martinez #57924/ 
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